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said to me, Congressman, the pipeline
of U.S. scientists is drying up. You just
really have to understand this. The
pipeline of U.S.-based scientists is dry-
ing up, because the research funding is
not adequate to meet the demand.

What is happening is many, many
young researchers are either not enter-
ing the field or are dropping out of the
field or abandoning potentially prom-
ising careers, promising not just for
them, but for our society.

The hit rate, if you are a young re-
searcher applying for a grant through
NSF, your hit rate is low. You are
going to spend a tremendous amount of
effort applying for a grant, trying to
further your research agenda, and your
hit rate is going to be significantly
low. That is demoralizing. It blocks im-
portant avenues of research that might
yield promising results.

And when we make these cuts, it is
easy for us. I agree that we have got a
huge fiscal problem. But, again, I will
tell you that if you look at the long-
term drivers of the fiscal problems this
country faces, nobody says it is that
vast waste at the National Science
Foundation that is driving this coun-
try into debt. That is not what they
say. They say it is a combination of
revenue, it is a combination of entitle-
ment programs, it is a combination of
defense. I agree we ought to debate
those, but not on the back of the Na-
tional Science Foundation, for good-
ness sake.

So I would urge defeat of this amend-
ment for the same reasons I urged de-
feat previously.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the
underlying bill, H.R. 1867, and rise to
express my appreciation and thank the
Science Committee for the bipartisan
effort that they have always engaged
in, and frankly, want, to thank them
for the opportunity that I have had to
serve on that committee for a number
of years.

Usually we rise and say with great
reluctance, I rise to oppose the amend-
ment. I might say with great vigor I
rise to oppose the amendment. Because
as I served on the Science Committee
for a number of years, I used to always
start the hearings with the idea that
science is the work of the 21st century,
and certainly the National Science
Foundation sets the framework for en-
couraging research and innovativeness.

I can’t imagine that the distin-
guished gentleman who has offered this
amendment would venture to argue
with me, and I cite just a few examples
that I think most of my colleagues and
most of America frankly understand
how our lives have been changed by
simply these innovations. Of course,
some of them were by private inge-
nuity and private concepts and funding
possibly, but that was an America of
yesteryear.

But where would we be without the
Wright Brothers and the airplane?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Where would we be without Thomas
Edison and electricity and the light
bulb? Even though as we move into the
21st century, we want to be protectors
of the environment and certainly want
to be conservationists, look how that
has changed our lives. And what about
the Internet, interestingly enough, one
of the success stories of DOD research.

The most important part of it is the
work that was created, the work that
was created by these inventions and by
the opportunities to allow our imagina-
tion to generate a better quality of life
for Americans.

This bill, H.R. 1867, which, as I said,
I enthusiastically support, creates
work for the 21st century. It empha-
sizes the underserved. It encourages re-
search to be done by Historically Black
Colleges and Historically Hispanic
Serving Institutions, and as well, to
encourage diversity in science, tech-
nology, engineering and mathematics.

There is an important provision that
mentions, of course, the intent of this
particular legislation to determine how
different minority groups are impacted
by this funding, which is whether or
not we can increase the number of
underrepresented minorities in the
science, technology, engineering and
mathematics fields, and how we can in-
crease women in these fields. For the
time I have worked on the Science
Committee as a former member of the
committee, these were issues that we
worked on together.

What the gentleman is trying to
achieve with this across-the-board cut
is amazing to me, because what he is
actually saying to the world and to
America is we are second rate. We
don’t believe in investing in the next
generation of research. We don’t be-
lieve in uplifting those who are inter-
ested in these disciplines to give them
merit and worth.

I would ask the gentleman, though I
am sure his rebuttal will be that we
don’t pay those dollars. I don’t know if
we do. What is a high school football or
basketball coach worth? What is a col-
lege football, basketball or any other
sport’s coach worth? Can we not, as a
Nation, make a commitment to the re-
search community by affirming their
importance?

Dr. EHLERS and Dr. BAIRD have
worked together affirming the impor-
tance of research, and not closing the
door of this important responsibility
that we have.

I am fearful, Mr. Chairman, of where
this Nation is headed when we pull
back on the ability of our Nation to in-
vest in the 21st century technology.
NASA represents that, the NASA
Space Station represents that, the cen-
ters represent that, the laboratories
represent that.

We want to encourage this funneling,
this pathway, if you will, this farm
team of researchers, and this par-
ticular legislation does that by in-
creased funding, by highlighting the
underserved, and I believe doing a lot
more.
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Let me conclude by saying I had in-
tended to offer amendment to ensure
that Historically Black Colleges and
Hispanic Serving Institutions would be
a viable part of the legislation. As I
have reviewed it, I know that the in-
tent is there, and that we will look for-
ward to working with the members of
the committee and working with this
Congress to make sure that the United
States is creating work for the 21st
century.

Oppose the amendment and support
the bill for the betterment of America.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong support of
H.R. 1867, the National Science Foundation
Authorization Act of 2007. This bill is another
important component of the new Democratic
majority’s Innovation Agenda, which is de-
signed to make our Nation more able to com-
pete successfully in the global economy.

Mr. Chairman, to ensure that the United
States will continue to have a workforce ready
for global competition, it is essential that we
make a sustained commitment to federal re-
search and development. The National
Science Foundation is crucial to these goals,
providing vital support to our Nation’s science
and engineering projects and researchers.

Created by the National Science Foundation
Act of 1950, the National Science Foundation,
or NSF, is tasked with the broad mission of
supporting science and engineering. This
agency provides funding for basic research
across many disciplines, and offers support for
merit awards, state-of-the-art tools, and instru-
mentation and facilities. The majority of the re-
search supported by the NSF is conducted at
U.S. colleges and universities.

This bill reaffirms our commitment to sci-
entific excellence by reauthorizing the National
Science Foundation (NSF) for three years and
providing nearly $21 billion in funding for fiscal
years 2008—-2010. This legislation appropriates
specific funding for each of the NSF’s major
accounts: research and related activities, edu-
cation and human resources, major research
equipment and facilities construction, agency
operations and award management, the Na-
tional Science Board, and the Office of the In-
spector General. A number of specific pro-
grams within the science, technology, engi-
neering, and math (STEM) educational cat-
egories are singled out as the recipients of
funding. Additionally, specific funding is des-
ignated for Major Research Instrumentation
(MRI) awards. By raising the cap for these
awards, this bill allows the NSF to support a
wider range of state-of-the-art research tools.

This bill contains many other important pro-
visions. It requires an evaluation of NSF’s role
in supporting interdisciplinary research, and
encourages university and industry partner-
ships. It encourages young investigators
through a new grant program, and it requires
a National Academy of Sciences report on
barriers to and strategies for increasing the
participation of underrepresented minorities in
STEM fields.

The NSF ensures a continued national sup-
ply of scientific and engineering personnel,
while promoting basic research and education
across a wide array of scientific and techno-
logical disciplines. In the interest of both eco-
nomic prosperity and military capability, the
United States must continue producing a
workforce knowledgeable to maintain techno-
logical competitiveness. If we are to do this,



